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INTRODUCTION

The major purpose of this paper .1 to outline and explain the data
a.

collection and evaluation system used by the Rhode Island Department of

Education to describe and.measure the effectiveness of compensatory

education (Title I, Ent, and State Section 4) projects and..to point.tor

future directions that should be attempted. Results of most-analyses

are not presented here since the volume of information woufd be in-

hibitive, although reading gains achieved through the program are

mentioned.
;

BACKGROUND

There have been several attempts to determine the effectiveness

of compensatory education program6.at the national level. Studies on

Head Start programs indicated that the positive effects disappeared

'by ,the' end of-first.gra e; Numerals national evaluations of title I,

ESEA reading programs have reported non-significant results.- Same

mentioned that program participants continued to decline, others

mentioned that month for month gains were not achieved.by partidiAnts

and still others suggested no relation between the ex, ent of partiti

pation in compensatory education and achievement. For the most part,

large scale evaluAions have shown discouraging results.

Thoge with greater faith compensatory education rallied to its

aid,citing the methodological and statistical shortcomings of the

studies. The list was lengthy, all aspects of these studies were

.

scrutinized and, in=one instance, even the expertise of the evaluator
J-,
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was questioned. The list, of shortcomings can be reduced to these

common problems:

1) reporting pre-test and postjiest scores for different

children,*

"2) mixing of test scores from different tests as a basis fo'r
r,

obtaining overall...I-average gains,

3) ' usihk or misusing grade equivalenticores to obtain average
'41 ,

t gains, ..4

4) 'using tests without adequate floor properties,

5) collecting data from unrepresentative samples,

.6) selecting students on a test score and including that

score as a pretest (regression toward the mean),

7) clerical and scoring errors,

4t
8) insufficient knoilidge of the programs studentsare enrolled

in,

. 0

9) poor test administration, and

10) lack of adequate control or comparison groups.

Annual state evaluation reports of Title;,I have typically shown

more positive results than national evaluations, however, these documents

also have been hindered by the problems listed above. The Rhoda

Department of Education has instituted a system of data collection and

evaluation on a stateldide basis tfiateitminates many of the problems

that have plagued similar efforts.

4
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THE INSTRUMENTS AND COLLECTION TIMES

1. information' form -- -Early in SePtemberNlocal system

...Title I coordinators indicate the names of the reading teachers

involved in each project and the approximate number of students

served by each teacher, .This7information.is used to *develop

packets of pre-test reporcing.,instruments for each teacher.

,

2. Pre-test reporang,listrument -- Packets for reading teachers are

distributed at a statewide meeting for coordinators in September.
,o

Fors are completed for each student participating in' compensatory

education reading programs. In addition to raw-scores on prescribed
. .

a

tests' (see data prepration sectidn), data on age, 'Sex, ethnic group,
.

. .

prior Title I ekperience, type of school and groderetentiorr-are

also collected for each child.

3. Post-test reporting instrument -- Post-test information forms are

aliD distributed at a statewide Title I conference in May._ Computer,

forms generated from pretest information are completed by teachdrs

and, in,addition to test scores, data on .variables like absenteeism,

°
activity.the child participafed in, number of weeks in program,fetc.,

are collected for each child who tc.,k a pretest.

4. Program Questionnaire for Teachers -- In April, teachers '.in Title 1/

Section 4 Reading programs are asked to complete a vestionnaire

dealing with frogram 'Variables minimum amount of time spent

with any one child per week, site of group serviced, type of materials

used, are.checklists,of reading progress used, etc..
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5. Parent Involvement Instrument -- In May, a questionnaire is completed

concerning theduties, activities, and -functions of the parental

advisory committee as well as' about parental interaction wiih'prolem,

operation. '!t

tL
.

6. Combined Project and Program Information, Form 74-75 -- in June,

project directors complete this instrument o4liatmg expenditures

by activity, children served by grade and activity, time of operation,

full-time equivalents for personnel, nature and number of inservice
.

.

trainfng programs, etc, .

1).

7. Individual project evaluations -- Each proit.i; evlihated, either

-internally toXhe projeit or by an external agency, provide

information on,the effectiveness of indivIdual progtams:

0

TESTING INSTRUMENTS
a t

In an effort to circumvent the.problems associated with combining'
o 1

0 . o . .

test-result's-from different reading instruments, a core group of local
..!

f . 0 .

system administrators and teachers, evaluators andstff was developed

I ... ..' IS
..

for the 'purpose of selecting_ one standardized_ achievement _test _suitable__ _

0' to be used uniformly across the 'state for -compensatory education evalua-

tion of reading at the state,level..

The groups chose the following instruMents.ind forms:

O



4

GRADE LEVEL

K
,

2

3-4
. 5-6

7-9
1.1)712

O

INSTRUMENT

California
California
California
California
California
California
Calilognia

TEST
LEVEL

Tests of Basic Skills A
Tests of Basic Skills
Achievement Tests 1
Achievement Tests 2

*Achievement Tests 3
Achievement Tests 4

Achievement Tests 5

FORM
PRE POST

S S

A
A
A Pt

A
n "B.

In this way scores can beipggregatO across the state for various` grades.
.

DATA PREPA-RATION PROCEDURES

4.

All queszionnaires and instruments.that.are completed Are thoroughly

,checked by a Aata.clerk priorto keypunching. The data clerk scrutinizes

the returns f6i-hranyblanks that hav,e occurred, aid b) any glaring ',

errOrs.in responses lIke.failure to riglt-jUitify, etc. Any deaiquInt

retgrn. or inaccurate ,data is,followed-up.

After careful Checking, the-data is'sent tt, keypVpchers and that

.

delivered to computer'analystei

ANALYSIS

Rawscores for every child in the program are submitted' to the,state

agency. %Raw scones are converted to Achievemeni'Developmept Scale Scores
,

(OSS). which are equal unit measures. The analysis'is conducted using

ADSS scores and then meanADSS scores for groups are converted to raw

scores and then to percentiles. In this way,

axe reported and the use of grade equivalent scores for' evaluation.

purposes. is eliminated.

At present, the rest of the information available (financial, project-
.

more meaningful percentiles

7

?
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variables, parental involvement information, etc.,) is treated descrip-

tively or in simple crosstabulation form., Future directions will b'e to

relate relevant variables collected to the achievement gains demonstrAted.

FUTURE DIRECTIONS

Since: the. system

design cettain highly important,eletents into it.

isreliiiveiy young it has been impossib1,e to

It.is reasonably clear

that an efficient, responsive and comprehensive sygtem Alas been

developd and that a series of next
.

Future -efforts will inclelde the

l: Using the variables available in

steps can'be attmpteA
. 7

following;

the system, we can begin to

(

delineate, successful as well as unsuccessful elements of compen-

satory education reading programs.

2. Analysis in future years will include the area of mathematics
-.).

achievement as a basic skill.

C.

0

3. An attempt will be made to incorporate one or more of the evaluation

models for Title I recently developed byIIRC Research Corporation in

an .effort to strengthen statements 'made about the cognitive progress

of students in',the programs. A

4. An efforttill be made to delineate the number, nature and types of

activities that.impinge on each child. Itiq possible that effe'cts

on achievement will be different depending on number and types of

'supplemental activities the student is.engaged in.

a

a
4,
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Information in. the future will be gathered on the duties, functions;

7

etc., of individual building patent advisory groups and not only on

district-wide PAC groups.'
4
.

It is hoped that with further development of this data collection
. -

evaluation system we,willt,be-bettZr'able to answer questions_h like,

'OC" C.)

"What works in ;compensatory education program's?"

c.

O

A
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TABLE 4

Percentile gains in vocabulary, comprehension and total readipg for grades
two to eight..

\
GrAde

f

Vocabulary Comprehension Total Readin

;

to.

2/
i

)

N.,

Pre

25

M.

Post

48

Pre

10

Post

37

Pre.

20

Post

45

A 17 33 9 '32 12 33

4 21 34 12 '35 16 35

05 14 27 12 :28 11 26
..

6

,

19 29 18 34, . 18 31
-......,

7 ,.. . 16 26- 15 26. 14 26
. t
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